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I am honored to be with you today at thls great university
in one of the nation's great cities., Like so much of our
country, Dallas 1s a growing and changilng community and the
growth that is taking place here 1is healthy and sound and
construectilve,

As a citlzen of a nelghboring state, I am proud of the
development of Southern Methodist Unlversity as one of the
natlon's leading institutions of learning and of the development
of Dallas as one of the natlon's handsomest and most prosperous
communitlies. As a member of the Democratic Party, I am filled
with admiration for the excelleat Judgment shown by the citizens
of Dallas in last month's election, And as an American, I am
pbroud of the efforts that have been made here in Dallas in the
last year -~ efforts that, In Mayor Jomsson's words, are bullding
a community “balanced in human and spiritual values as well as
economically," :

Sy o . S . . e B - o

It cannot truthfully be sald that war 1s never profitable,
but it can be sald that 1ts costs have almost always exceeded 1ts
rewards and that in our own time a general war would result in
such mass destruction that, as President Kennedy once put 1t, the
survivors would envy the dead. We have reached a point in
history in whieh no rational man can conceilve of war as a useful
instrument of national pollcy., Unfortunately, however, men are
not always rational and the fact that war 1s insanity does not
mean that 1t 1s impossible or even unlikely.

It follows, I think, that one of the gulding principles of
our forelgn policy must be the accommodation of conflicting
Interests in the world by means other than military conflict.

We should be under no 1llusions about the fact that accommodations
wlthout conflict mean a peace wilthout victory, or at least with-
out the kind of total vietory for American ideals and values that
was dlscussed so much in the recent electlon campalgn. Great
natlons do not as a general rule surrender their interests and
ldeologies to other great nations without belng compelled to do
80, If 1t 1s agreed that neither the West nor the Communlst
nations are able to coerce the other into submission, then 1t
should be clear to both sldes that the condition of their survival
1s the aceeptance by each of certain conditions and arrangements
in the world that 1t will find distasteful., The challenge of
statesmanship is to devise compromlses that respect the vital
interests of both sides while requiring concessions that, however
distasteful, are at least tolerable,

I believe that we must pursue a polley of building bridges
of accommodation with the Communlgt world, not because this
approach 1s inherently more desirable than one of total viectory
for American interests but because there 1s no acceptable
alternative in the nuclear age, The usefulness and desirabililty
of a clear and quick victory over all our adversaries can be
debated, but such a debate must be academic because the option
of complete victory does not exlst., The cholce before us in our
relations with the Communist world 1is not between victory and
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defeat but between mutual accommodation and mutusl annihilation,.
If there was ever a time in our history when 1t was open to us

to seek a universal victory for American ideals and Institutions
~-=- and 1t may well be questioned that there was -- 1t 18 clear
beyond doubt that that time has passed and that for as far into
the future as we can see we shall be living in a world of diverse
and often conflleting interests and ideologles.

I do not think there 1s reason for despalr in thils state of
things. Compromises often turn out to be very much more tolerable
than they seem when they are belng made and victorles even more
often turn out to be bitter dlsappointments. There are two
reasons, I think, why the fruits of triumph so often turn to
ashes 1in the victor's hand,

The first 1s the lnescapable limitatlions of human nature,
Man is by far the moat generously endowed of God's creatures, but
for reasons known best to Himself, the Almighty endowed us
liberally with technical and scientific skills but only modestly
wilth the qualitles of wisdom and farsightedness. A total victory
1s really ton great a responslbllity for any man or any nation.
Men are simply not equlpped to declde each other's fate, and when
they try to do 80, the chances are very great that, however good
thelr intentlons, the result will be something between tragedy
and futility,

Democracy 1tself is bullt on this view of human nature.
Democratic procedures are based on the assumption that no man
has access to absolute truth and that no man, therefore, must be
allowed to impose his will upon all others. The genius of
democracy 1s that, unlike other political philosophies, it
acknowledges the limits of human wlsdom and understanding.

Viewed from the perspective of man's moral and intellectual
shortcomings, the shattered hopes and lost victories of the
recent past seem somewhat less surprising. A great deal of
intellectual energy has been expended in an effort to understand
how and why the victory of 1918 was followed in only twenty years
by another global conflict and how and why the total vietory of
1945 turned almost at once into the cold war that stlll engages
us. These baleful events might well have been avolded, or at
least alleviated, by different policles and different declslons
at critical moments, but perhaps the basle cause of our dlsappolnt-
ments lies in the very totallity of the victories we won. Slgnal-
ing as they did an opportunity to reshape the character of
international relations, the victories of 1918 and 1945 were lost
largely, I think, because they created opportunities that could
only have been realized by the application of far greater wlsdom
and far greater vislon than any of us possesses,

The second reason why great military triumphs so often fail
to realize their promise lies in the character of conflict
1tself., War 1s not merely a method of resolving disputes that
preceded 1t; it 1s not, as Clausewltz thought, a mere extension
of politics. International confllcts, especlally sustained
international conflicts, have an evil dynamism of their own.
The origlnal causes of modern warfare are soon lost 1n a maelstrom
of passion and destruction; new ambitions are aroused and new
forces are released that change the character of the confllct
and largely determlne 1ts outcome and aftermath.

Peace settlements in this age of national and ideologlcal
conflict are made by angry and agitated men. Nations are pro-
foundly altered by conflict, and whatever thelr motives for
entering a war, they are likely to come out of it emblttered,
vindlctlve and physically and morally exhausted, wlth far more
extenslve and far less reallstlc ambltlons than those which
drove them Into war., Reason and wlsdom are fraglile human
qualltles, easlly consumed in the pagsaions of national conflict.
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One of the tragedies of modern warfare -- Perhaps the greatest
tragedy -- 1s that 1t puts men most completely at the mercy of
thelr emotlons at precisely the moment when they are most
desperately in need of thelr reason.

On November 29, 1917, the Dailz Telegragh of Londen published
a letter by Lord Lansdewne abou the damage to be wrought by the
war then in progress. His propheey, which was scornfully
rejected at the time but tragleally vindicated in the outceme,
1s even mere compelling for our own time. '"We are geing to win
the war," he wrote, ", . ., but 1ts prolangation will spell the
ruln of the civilized world, and an infinite addition to the
load of human suffering which already welghs upen it. Securlty
will be invaluable to a wnorld which has the vitality tn profit
by 1t, but what will be the value of the blessings of peace to
natliens so exhausted that they can scarcely stretch out a hand
with which to grasp them?" 1.

We Amerilcans are more susceptible to excessive 1deallsm
than to vindictiveness., We have a tendency to turn confliets
for the defense of our interests into crusades for the regenera-
tlon of mankind. 1In 1917 we went to war to defend our maritime
rights and ended by conducting a crusade te "make the world safe
for democracy." In the Second Werld War we remained neutral
while most of Europe and much of the Far East were overrun and
entered the war only when our own terrlitory was attacked, but
then we presecuted the war to the "uneonditional surrender" ef
our enemles,

In both werld wars we dreamed great dreams about a new era
of world peace under world law. In both instances we were
disappointed, largely, I belleve, because our hopes soared beyond
the limits of eur capaclty. In both instances, the price of
unattalnable aims was the loss of lesser prigzes that were well
wlthin our grasp, I belleve that Amerlca and the free world
would be safer and happler today if we had not tried to eutrun
history in 1919 and again in 19Z5 and had tempered our ldealism
by comblning 1t with more modest and traditienal objectives.

The wicked are wicked, no deubt," wrote Thackery, "and they go
astray and they fall, and they come by their deserts; but who
can tell the mischlef which the very virtuous do?" 2.

Every soclety has its shortcomings of style and character,
Ours, I think, 1s the mischief of too great virtue, of idealism
insufficlently tempered by the sobering wisdom of experience. It
1s this crusading tendency, so noble in intent, so potentially
destructive in 1ts consequences, that we must guard agalnst in
our relatlons with the Communist world.

The point that I wish te stress 1s that in this nuclear age
we must learn to live in an imperfect world. We must scale our
i1deals tn the limits ef external reality and to the limits of our
own capaclty, We must recognize, in the words of the old maxim,
that "the best 1s the enemy of the gond,” We must acknowledge,
however regretfully, that 1t 1s net open to us te remove the
threat of cemmunism from the world but that 1t is open te us to
bulld bridges to the Communist world and in se doing to influence
the course which 1t follews in a direction compatible with our
own safety and with the peace of the world.

- o T o - " —

1. Lord Newton, Lord Lansdowne: A Biography (T.ondon:
Maemillan, 1929), p,L67.

2. William Thackery, The Newcnmes, ch, 20,
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The bullding of bridges is a modest and limited enterprise.
In no sense is 1t to be taken as a harbinger of general recon-
clliation between the free world and the Communist world. Such
a reconclliation is unlikely to ocecur in our lifetimes, not
because we would not like 1t but because the differences are too
great to be eliminated by any process more rapid than the evo-
lution of history.

The building of bridges means nething more than the opening
of normal contacts and communications across a chasm of mis-
understanding, It 1s most unlikely to result in the early
resolution of such fundamental lssues as the division of Germany,
the nuclear arms race, and Chinese Communist aggression 4in the
Far East. And, 1t should be emphasized, a program of 1limited
accommodations with the Communist world can be only one part of
the grand strategy of American national security. The other
bases of our national Security are the maintenance of the world's
most powerful nuclear deterrent force and the maintenance and
sustenance of a vigorous Atlantic Alliance, These, I think, are
the three bedrocks of our security: none would be an adequate
pglicy by itself and each contributes to the effectiveness of the
other,

There 1s all but unanimous agreement among the American
people on the need for military strength and the value of the
Atlantic Alllance. It i1s on the third element of our national
Securlty poliey -- the need for bullding bridges to the East--
that we often find ourselves divided. It is important to
emphasize, therefore, that the purpose and effect of limited
accommodatioris with Communilst countries are exactly the same as
those of our nuclear deterrent and of the Alliance: to reduce
the Communist appetite for expanslon and thersby to increase our
own national sSecurlty.

The key assumption of a policy of building bridges to the
Comm:nlst world is that the Communist countries are susceptible
to exterral influence and to internal change. I think the
assunption is eminently sound. If the determination of the
Communlsts to destroy us 1s indeed as bermanent, monolithic and
unalterable as some of our own people seem to belleve, then they
have achileved & constancy of will that no movement or nation or
individual has ever before achieved,

It 1s nonsense to suppose that the character and objectives
of communism are unalterable, Change and the susceptlbility to
change are bractlically a law of human llfe, and however much the
Communists may imagine that they have altered or conquered human
hature, it 1s a demonstrable faot that they have not. Even the
drearlest of Chinese or Soviet fanatics is a human being as well
as a Communist, subject to one degree or another -- however little
he may like 1t -- to the same weaknesses, the same hopes and the
Same temptations that characterize all human life. In a way
which the leaders of the Communist world would probably be the
last to understand, they themselves as well as thelr peoples are
connected with us by unalterable bonds of a common human nature.
This common humanity can be a powerful and corstruetive instru-
ment for change in the hards of those who understand it.

Great changes have in fact taken place and are cort inuing to
take place in the Communist ccuntries. On the whole there has
been a tendency towaré more liberal -~ or less dictatorial =--
domestic policies and more conservative -- or less aggressive --
foreign policies. Our policy should take close acecount of the
nature and extent of these changes and of the diverse character
of the world's Communist reglmes. They range from China at one
extreme, which hangs back in fanatieism and an aggressive
forelgn policy, to Yugoslavia at the other extreme, which has
ceased to be a member of the bloe and pursues policies which are
often friendly and seldom harmful to the West.

The Sovlet Union stands approximately midway between the
Chinese and Yugoslav extremes, During the period of Khrushchev's
rule the apparatus of police terror was dismantled and after the
great Cuban crisis of 1962 the regime adopted a policy of limited
accommodations with the West., The new regime of Brezhnev and
Kosygin has somewhat fempered the competition in insults with
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China but otherwise seems to be maintaining the Khrushchev
policy of "goulash" communism at home and generally prudent
policles abroad.

The area of most rapid, although widely varying, change in
the Communist world ls Eastern Europe. Even aslde from Yugo-
slavia, which 1s far in the vanguard and cannot be considered a
member of the bloc, the winds of change are being felt in most
of the states which we have considered satellites of the Soviet
Union., Poland has enjoyed a conslderable measure of indepen-
dence in its internal affairs since Gomulka's successful
defiance of Khrushchev in 1956. Hungary has progressed con-
slderably since the brutal suppression of its revolution in 1956
and the Kadar regime has won a measure of public aceceptance by
raising living standards and tolerating limited popular
liberties. Except for the release of some political prisoners,
Rumania remains a Stalinist dlctatorship in its internal life
but has openly defied the Soviet Union in pursuing an independent
foreign economic pollcy. Czechoslovakla, which until recently
was one of the most compliant satellites, 18 now beginning to
8tir in its internal life. Only Emst Germany and Bulgaria remain
Stalinist dictatorships almost wholly under Soviet domination,
while backward Albania has broken wlth the Soviet Unlon and
become a Chinese Communist satelllte,

Far from the monolith of Stalin's time, the Communist bloc
-- 1f 1t can still be called a bloc -- presents the world with a
panoply of change proceedlng at wildely varying rates. Thls
sltuation presents the West with interesting and lmportant oppor-
tunities to influence events in the Communlst world in a
direction favorable to Western securlity and interests, As the
Communist states become less 1like each other, they become more
like the rest of the world, subject to traditional aims and
ambitions, to traditional bressures of nationalism, and -~ most
important for our burposes -- to traditlional forms of external
influence,

A highly diversified situation calls for highly diversified
policles. This, I think, must be the key consideration in the
Western effort to build bridges to the Communist world, Our
burpose 1s not simply to advance some vague purpose of greater
International understanding but to influence the pace and
character of change in the Communist world in such a way as to
discourage aggressive and expanslonist policies toward the free
world. To do thils, we must differentiate carefully between one
Communist country and another, rewarding those which show a
greater inclinatlon to confine the practice of theilr ideology
Within their own frontiers and to enter into friendly relations
with the West and withholding our rewards and, when necessary,
applying sanctions against those which continue to pursue
expansionist policiles.

There can be no such thing, under current world conditions,
&s a single American policy toward communism or toward the
Communist bloe, An appropriate polley toward Yugoslavia must
be different in certain respects from our policles toward Poland
or Hungary, Substantlally different from our policy toward the
Soviet Union, and radically different from our policy toward
Communist China,

Yugoslavia 1s a soclalist state which permlts 1ts people
conslderable liberty, engages 1in experimental and pragmatic
internal economic bractlces, and pursues a neutralist foreign
pPolley which is free of Soviet control and not unfriendly to the
West, Yugoslavia also exerts conslderable influence on the
Soviet bloe states of Eastern Europe, who admire Yugoslavia's
progress and envy her independence,

These are compelling reasons for a friendly American poliey
toward Yugoslavia. Except for a few outstanding issues, our
relations are in fact cordial and consbructive. I visited Yugo-
slavia a few weeks ago to attend the signing of an educational
exchange agreement and I am confident that the exchange of
students and scholars will make for an even better understanding
between the two countries,
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From the point of view of our own national sacurity, there
are two impertant objectives to e served hy a palicy of frierdly
cooperation with Yugoslavia, The first is to stréngthen Yugo-~
slavia itself, with its sizable territory, developing economy,
and substantial army, in the pursuit of its independent naticnal
policles, The seeond reason for good relations with Yugoslavia
is 1its unique positlon as a bridge between East and West. When
we engage 1in cordial political relations with the Yugoslavs and
accord them most-favored-natlon treatment in trade, we are
demonstrating to the other Communist states of Eastern Europe in
the most persuasive possible way that there are attractive
rewards to be galned by the adoption of friendly policies toward
the West.

Poland and Hungary represent a lower gradation in the
evolution of Communist states. Poland, like Yugoslavia, receives
most-favored-nation treatment in trade with the United States
and 1s permitted to buy surplus food products under Public Law
480, Popland, however, has regressed somewhat in the last few
years toward more passive acceptance of Soviet leadership and,
for thls reason, I would think that no new American inlatilves
are in order for the time being. As to Hungary, I think it is
time for the United States to take cognizance of the Kadar
regime's progress and internal liberalization by reestablishing
the full diplomatic relations that were suspended at the time
of the Revolution and perhaps as well by opening discussions for
educational and cultural exchange,

Rumania has refused to subordinate 1its economy to an over-
all plan for the bloec and the United States, quite wlsely, has
encouraged thls defiance by concluding a trade agreement with
Rumania. As to the other countries of the bloc, they have not
yet progressed to a degree that would warrant new American
policles in trade or in.other flelds, and, indeed, just as
independence 18 encouraged by rewarding those who practice it,
1t must also be encouraged by withholding concessions from
those who do not.

nore ——-
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Twelve years ago the Eisenhower Administration came
to power proclaiming a molicy of "liberation" for Eastern
Europe. That policy was a faillure. When the workers of
East Berlin rose in 1953 and again when the Hungarian.
people rehelled against their Communist rulers in 1956,
the United States could not provide assistance beyond
words of sympathy and concern. Despite the brave words
of Secretary of State Dulles, the iron curtain was not
"rolled back" in the 1950's except for the withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Austria, which was not accomplished
by foreible liheration hut by years of painstaking nego-
tiations that finally produced the Austrian state treaty.

The "liberation" policy of the 1950's falled because
it purported, in 1ts 1ll-defined way, to roll back the
iron curtain by forcible means of one sort or another.

It therefore came up against the realities of the nuclear
age. When Eisenhower and Dulles were put to the test of
using force to realize their declared objective, they
recognized, quite wisely, that no policy can be sustained
when 1ts likely result will be the nuclear incineration
of the world.

The changes that have taken blace 1n Eastern Europe
in the last few years have opened a new and far more
reallstic possibility for its gradual liberation. That
possibility lies in the policies which we are now pur-
sulng and which can be built upon and expanded in the years
ahead. Just as the Soviets have sometimes profited by in-
filtrating and dividing free nations, we now have an oppor-
tunity to influence events in the countries of Eastern
Europe in a way that will bromote thelr liberty and our
securlty. The skillful use of trade and diplomacy and edu-
cational and cultural exchange can do far more to bring
about the liberation of Eastern Europe than all the brave
and hollow words that used to he uttered about "rolling
back" the iron eurtaln.

It 1s not possible in s few words to outline a long-
term policy for the Soviet Union. Broadly speaking, our
Government has recognized -- and I hope will continue to
recognize -- that the Soviet Union of Brezhnev and Kosygin
18 a markedly different country from the Russia of Stalin,
posing the West with markedly different challenges and
opportunities from those of twelve and even five years ago.

It 1s not to be expected that we wlll soon find 1t
posslble to build bridges to the Soviet Union comparable
to those which can be bullt, say, to Yugoslavia or Poland
or Hungary. The Soviet Union 1s second only to the United
States in power and wealth, and 1t 1s the only nation in
the world that poses a major military threat to the United
States. Its policles are more moderate and more reasonable
than they were a decade ago, and that is to be welcomed and
encouraged. Unlike the nations of Eastern EBurope, however,
the Soviet Union has the power and the will to expand its
influence whenever the opportunity arises. Accordingly,
our policy toward the Soviet Union must be based somewhat
less on measures of influence and accommodation and some-
what more on the other two ma jor components of American
Securlty poliey, the nuclear deterrent and the vitality
of the Western Alliance.

The fact that the opportunities for building bridges
are smaller in the case of the Soviet Union than they are
in the case of Eastern Europe does not mean that they are
unimportant. On the contrary, significant progress has
been achieved and significant opportunities remain for
llmited aceoumodations hetween the Soviet Union and the
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West. The partial nticlear test ban treaty, the agreement not
to put nuclear weapons in orbit around the earth, the sale of
American surplus wheat for gold, and the cultural exchange
program have all contributed to an improvement in relations and
to a substantial reduction in the danger of war.

I do not think that we will soon solve the problems of
Berlin and of a divided Germany, and I am absolutely certailn we
will not soon achleve the "general and complete dlisarmament” that
both sides are so fond of talking about. I do think, however,
that useful opportunitlies will continue to arise in such fields
as commerce and cultural relations, starting with a treaty for
the establishment of consular relations that will be put before
the Senate early in 1965, I believe that we should pursue these
opportunities patlently and persistently because, modest as
they are, thelr cumulative effect is the gradual lessening of
the danger of war, which 1s not a modest achlevement but a very
s8lgnlificant one.

It 18 not really useful t» argue over a "hard" policy
versus a "soft" policy in our relations with the Soviet Union.
Implicit in the eternal and fatuous debate between "hawks" and
"doves" 1s the assumption that our pollcy must be based solely
on military power or solely on compromise and conciliation.
This 1s nonsense, A wise and farsighted policy 1is one which 1s
"tough" in response to provocation, as in the case of the Cuban
mlssile crisis, conciliatory in response to demonstrations of
cooperative Intent, as in the case of the test ban treaty, and
une{ging In 1ts dedication to the peace and security of the free
world,

The instruments of policy should not be confused with the
goals of polliey. The nuclear deterrent, the Western Alllance
and measures of East-West accommodation are not ends in them-
selves but instruments of policy. The task of statesmen is not
to choose one or another for all purposes and for all time but
to declde in each instance which instrument of poliey or what
combination of policles is most likely to contribute to the
securlty of the United States and of the free world.

The alms of our policy toward the Soviet Union are neces-
sarlly limited. They are limited because we are nelther strong
enough nor wlse enough to eliminate all evil from the world and
to bring about universal peace and Justice., The issue between
the Soviet Unlon and the West 1s not "Communism versus
capltalism," but the universal and unlimited aims of Soviet
policy., In the words of the French journalist and scholar
Raymond Aron: "Should the Soviets evern recognize that thelr
regime 1s only one of a number of possible ways of organizing
Industrial societiles, the majorlty of democrats -- whille con-
tlnuing to regard certain practlices of the Sovlet reglme as
deplorable, inefficlent or inhuman -- would no longer feel
obliged to maintain an attitude of active hostlllty to the
Soviet Unlon," 3.

Chlna, wlth 1ts 1deologilcal fanaticlism, expansionist ambl-
tlons, and relentless hostllity to the Unilted States, poses a
challenge of a different nature for American polley. It 18 to be
hoped that in time, perhaps in ten or twenty years, the Chinese
Communist leaders, like the Russians before them, wlll becocme
somewhat less fanatlc and somewhat more realistlc in their view
of the world, When they do -- if they do -- it willl be wise and
desirable to try to build brldges between China and the West.

In the meantime we can make 1t clear that they can have peaceful
and even cordial relatlions with the West whenever they abandon
thelr pollicies of aggression and subversion.

Untll they do, however, our poliey must be one of containing
Chinese power Just as we contalned the power of Stalinist Russla,

3. Raymond Aron, "Coexistence: The End of Ideology,"
Partisan Review, Spring 1958, p. 230,
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To put 1t another way, until China shows a far more cooperative
disposltlon toward the free world, we shall have to base our
polley on diplomatic, military and economic measures agalnst
Chinese Communlst expansion, while withhslding proposals for
accommodation. Specifically, I think there 1s nothing to be
galned at present elther by according diplomatic recognition

to Communist China or by acquiescing in i1ts admission to the
United Nations.

Wisely or not, we have withheld recognition and opposed
Chlnese Communist admission to the United Nations for fifteen
years as expresslons of our dlsapproval of thelr regime and its
policles, Having withheld recognition as a mark of our dis-
approval, we cannot now accord 1t without having 1t taken as an
expresslon of approval and acceptance, Since we do not and
cannot approve of the present pollcies of the Chinese Communist
regime, I do not think we should take a step which would convey
the impression of approval, even though it should not have that
effect, As to Chinese Communist membership in the United Nations,
I think we must expect 1t sooner or later, but if it occurs
before Communist China alters its present policies, I would
expect the Amerlcan vote to be cast in opposition.

There 1s little to be pleased with in the current situation
in the Far East and little to be optimistic about in the pros-
pects of an aggressive Communist China arming itself with nuclear
weapons. But, as George Kennan wrote recently, ". . . we must
not make the mistake of taking any of this as absolute and
unchangeable., These, too, are only men. They once had mothers
and childhood and affectlons., They are, today, what circum-
stances have made of them. It 1s circumstances which will
determine what they, or their successors, will be in 10 or 20
years' time. . ., . Nelther these men in Peking nor the
reglme over which they preside are immune to the laws of change
that govern all human soclety, if only because no single genera-
tion, anywhere, ever sees things exactly the same as the
generatlon that went 10 years before 1t." 4,

- . o - - o . - -

These, I belleve, are some of the ways in which bridges can
be bullt between East and West. The purpose of these bridges 1s
to open channels of communication across the chasm of misunder-
standing that divides the human communlty and to break through
some of the prevalling myths of international relations, of
which the most dangerous 1s the bellef that different political
philosophles cannot survive together in the same world, that
sooner or later one must prevall over all others.

Just as the medieval Christlans could not bear the existence
of heretlcal sects and alien religlons, the extreme ideologues
of our time have persuaded themselves that 1life 1is intolerable
unless it 1s governed everywhere by uniform standards and values.
This view 1s held as a kind of revealed truth, certalnly not as
an inference from history, which, far from suggesting that there
1s anything "natural" about uniformity in political ideas, leads
us to the concluslon that if there is any "law" of historical
development, 1t 1s a law of infinite varlety, especially in
men's 1deas about thelr own nature and their relations with other
men.

The crusading spirit is not a characteristic of mature
societles but of unstable and politically primitive societles.,
The mature nation, like the mature man, is sure of its values in
8 way that welcomes but does not require imitation by others.
The mature nation, like the mature man, 1s more interested in
solving problems than in proving theories, more interested in
helping people to be happy than in forecing them to be virtuous,

4,  George F, Kennan, "A Fresh Look at Our China Policy,"
New York Times Magazine, Nov. 22, 1964, p. 142,
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and at least as interested in hearing the ideas of others -- and
perhaps learning and benefitting from them -- as in preaching
and spreading its own 1ldeas.

I do not know whether the ildecloglcal and national animosi-
tles of our own time willl erode away in the decades and
centurles ahead. I do belleve, however, that the lessens of
the past offer grounds for hope that they will, if only we will
let them, What 1s called for 1s a sense of historical perspective
in meeting the crises and tensions of the moment -- a perspective
from which we will perceive that the doctrines and the causes
that arouse men to violence are transitory, that more often
than not they fade into irrelevance wlth the erosion of time
and circumstances. Only from such a perspective can we hope
to bulld bridges that will stand -- bridges that will bring a
divided world together in a reawakened awareness of 1ts common
humanlty, ln a reawakened understanding that the common hopes,
common interests and common dangers that unite men are far more
important than the ideologies that divide them.
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